
From: Casey, Carolyn
To: "Miano, John (DEP)"
Cc: "Coolen, Chris (DEP)"
Subject: RE: Cummings Center Progress Report
Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 1:39:00 PM
Attachments: Technical Review of the data presented in the January 2018 Progress Report.pdf

I think you want the Nov/Dec Report.  Just sent a link to all three progress reports.  Hope it works!
 
I may have questions for you and/or request your feedback on the Jan prog report with the new VI
data. 
 
FYI - Attached are our comments on the first 2 progress reports (Nov/Dec and Jan) that I sent them
after a cursory review of the info contained in the reports.       
 
I went back to look as well and although I can’t find the GW data right now, I did find Appendix A,
concentration maps, to the Phase II Risk Assessment and I do see they identified cis1,2DCE in GW in
the same area as well FSL-7 but at conc of 35 ppb, not 1 ppm.  Xylene in soils at 9400 – 79000 mg/kg
and nothing for ethylebenzene.  Note these are not the easiest concentration maps to read.
 
Section 6 of the Nov Dec Progress report states the following…
The location of FSL-7 is in proximity to the historic well locations of B2, B3, B22, and B23 which
had historic detections of naphthalene, tetrachloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethene, and 1,2-
dichloroethane in groundwater. It is
possible that the compounds detected in FSL-7 may represent a similar condition that was
detected in
the 1980s when former wells B2, B3, B22, and B23 were sampled. The detections of
ethylbenzene and
xylenes in FSL-7 are not consistent with the historic data however as those compounds were
not
historically detected in the area.
 
None of the detected constituents in soil or groundwater are at concentrations that represent
an
Imminent Hazard condition, so no immediate actions are necessary. Groundwater at these
locations
will be monitored for the next 3 quarters with the next sampling event at these wells to occur
in March
2018. 
 
Thanks for taking a look!
Carolyn
 

From: Miano, John (DEP) [mailto:John.Miano@MassMail.State.MA.US] 

mailto:Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov
mailto:John.Miano@MassMail.State.MA.US
mailto:chris.coolen@state.ma.us
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Technical Review of the former United Shoe machinery (USM) sampling data, evaluations 


and conclusions presented in the November-December 2017 Progress Report 


(sent in email dated 2/28/18) 


 


Section 4.1.1 – 4.1.6 Exterior Groundwater Monitoring Well Installations: Day 1-Day 5 and 


Remaining Exterior Groundwater Monitoring Wells 


Development of Groundwater Monitoring Wells 


 


These sections discuss the use of low-flow purging procedures for monitoring well 


development.  This is not consistent with the work plan and standard operating procedures 


which calls for bailing and purging, not low-flow purging which would not be proper well 


development.  Clarification about the well development procedures discussed in the progress 


report were requested by email on February 6th and provided on February 13th.  The email 


response did not provide the necessary information.  A follow-up call was made to Bruce 


Hoskins on the 13th for clarification on this and the leak testing but no follow-up on the well 


development issue was provided.  Wells should be properly developed prior to any additional 


groundwater sampling.   


 


Section 4.1.4 Exterior Groundwater Monitoring Well Installations: Day 4 


 


Regarding the failed attempt to install a groundwater monitoring well at UST-32 location, further 


discussion is warranted regarding this location the GPS anomalies and the downgradient 


groundwater concentrations of ethylbenzene and xylenes in monitoring well FSL- 7. 


 


Section 4.1.6 Development of Remaining Groundwater Monitoring Wells 


 


The last sentence in the first paragraph lists section 3.2 but should likely state 4.2. 


 


Section 4.3 Soil Gas Sampling Point Installations 


Building 100 – Unit 135C and Units S-149-J 


 


The canal breached beneath the 6th soil gas point (room marked infant 3) may be a significant 


preferential pathway warranting further study or at a minimum further discussion.  Were sub-slab 


utilities and channels considered when selecting sampling locations?    


 


Last sentence on page 4, first para (incomplete) states “The third soil gas sample point (“SV-10”) 


was installed….”  Please clarify.  The third point was identified above as SV-6 in the prior 


paragraph.   


 


Section 5.0 December 2017 Groundwater Sampling and Analysis 


 


The second paragraph to this section states that 2 wells ran dry and could not be sampled.  Please 


clarify if low flow purging and sampling procedures to minimize draw down (refer to SOP), 
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and/or if a second attempt to collect samples at these locations were attempted in order to obtain 


a complete data set as proposed. 


 


The third paragraph discusses PCB detected in groundwater and the fact that the concentrations 


were well below the most conservative nondrinking water regulatory action level of 5 ug/l but 


should also discuss one of the purposes of the sampling which was to determine if the stabilized 


PCBs contaminated soils were placed above the high groundwater level and whether or not they 


are impacting groundwater. 


 


6.0 Evaluation of Analytical and Site Data Collected for This Progress Report 


 


Since there were exceedances of Reportable Concentrations, a 120 notification to Mass DEP is 


likely required.   


 


Regarding the last sentence to this section refer to the UST-32 comment in Section 4.1.4 


comments above.  Please clarify what analytical data is referred to if no well could be installed.  


Also, it appears the well was not installed due to refusal and not the lack of any apparent residual 


source as stated here.  This should be identified as a data gap and at a minimum requires further 


discussion. 


 


Figures 3-6 


 


These figures need to be shown with a north arrow and be shown with the exact orientation (as 


inserts) on a site plan.   


 


Table 1 Soil Analytical Results 


 


FSL-100, FSL-200 and FSL-300 are not indicated on the figures.  Please add the locations. 


 


Table 2 Groundwater Analytical Results 


 


The results for duplicates 1 and 2 as presented in the table appear to be reversed.  Please confirm. 


 


“ND” is not used in the table but is defined in the foot notes of the table.  Instead, it would be 


appropriate to identified whether < the reporting or detection limits are what is included in the 


table for non-detect results. 


 


Also, it would be appropriate to identify in some form of highlighting where the reporting limit 


exceeds the screening level. 


 


Appendices 


Appendix C 
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A significant number of boring logs and/or field logs do not indicate at what depth groundwater 


was reached during drilling.  This information should have been included. 


 


Appendix D 


 


Starting on page 133 of 375 of the laboratory reports, the reports indicate the coolers and 


samples did not have custody seals on them.  Please clarify and discuss the implications on the 


overall quality assurance/control objectives. 


 


Not all samples were maintained at the required temperature of 4 deg. C or less.  Please clarify 


and discuss the implications on the overall quality assurance/control objectives. 
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Technical Review of the former United Shoe machinery (USM) sampling data, evaluations 


and conclusions presented in the January 2018 Progress Report. 


 


GENERAL COMMENTS 


 


A discussion regarding the data usability needs to be included here or in a subsequent report.  


Data completeness and the potential impact on the overall investigation, if any, needs to be 


discussed.  For example: 


 


 FSL-2 ran dry during purging and did not recharge for sample collection – were the low-


flow sampling procedure to minimize drawdown employed and was an attempt to 


resampled made? 


 Two of the planned soil gas samples in Building 100 Suite S-157-J were not collected 


due to (1) a soil gas sampling point being destroyed and (2) a canister malfunction.  


 SV-3 was not included on the chain of custody.  Although the canister was received by 


the lab, analysis was not conducted. 


 Outdoor ambient air sample results cannot be located. 


 Other issues as included in these comments and the comments on the November-


December Progress Report.  


 


The field log book lacks any discussion of the leak testing completed in the field.  Further, this 


was not discussed in the work plan.  Although it is acknowledged that there was a brief mention 


of leak testing in the QAPP, and it only stated that it “may” take place.  The SOP that was 


provided following completion of the field work (in email dated February 14, 2018), was not 


included in the QAPP.    


 


Please submit the field logs for all previous indoor air and soil gas sampling (since 2010) within 


60 days of receipt of these comments.   


 


SPECIFIC COMMENTS 


 


Section 3.1 Soil Gas Sampling Collection 


 


The last sentence to the last paragraph in this section should be deleted or at least reworded.  In 


general, exceedances, or not, of screening values do not necessarily mean vapor intrusion is 


occurring, or not.  Consider rewording similar to the following.   


 


“Vapor intrusion is not likely occurring, at concentrations that pose an unacceptable risk, 


when contaminant values are below….”   


 


The same change should also be made to this statement in Section 3.2 Indoor Air Sample 


Collection  
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Section 4.0 Evaluation of Analytical and Site Data Collected for This Progress Report 


 


The last 2 sentences in the first paragraph to this section may be misleading and should be 


revised.  To state that the concentrations “…for vapor intrusion to be present, the concentrations 


of contaminants in indoor air cannot exceed (or be in the same order of magnitude as) the 


concentrations in soil gas.” is a very definitive statement and may be misleading or even 


inaccurate in this case.  There is an underlying assumption that the data is valid and 


representative of actual conditions.  If that is the case, it should be stated in order to support the 


statement.  Based on the comments contained here and the need for further 


clarifications/discussions on the quality assurance/control objectives, this statement is at least 


premature for this site.   


 


TABLE 4 


Vapor Intrusion Comparison of Groundwater, Soil Gas, and Indoor Air Chemical Analysis 


Results for Detected Compounds 


 


It’s not clear that using a range of samples results, as presented in this table, is an appropriate or 


representative evaluation to support decision making.  There is no groundwater data included in 


this table.  For such a comparison, each coordinating groundwater, soil gas and indoor air sample 


should be compared.  Are all samples inc in the ranges in one room and can complete mixing be 


established?     


 


Appendix A 


Groundwater Sampling Well Records and Field Parameters 


 


The turbidity in several of the wells samples is excessive and may be the result of improper well 


development.  Refer to low flow procedures for proper sampling procedures and to reduce 


turbidity to acceptable levels. 


 


Please explain the negative ORP/Eh values recorded on the filed logs. 


  


Appendix B 


GROUNDWATER ANALYTICAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 


 


Starting on page 132 of 554 the lab reports indicate that custody seals were absent from the 


coolers and sampling containers.  Please clarify and discuss the implications on the overall 


quality assurance/control objectives. 


 


On page 94 of 101 and 67 of 75 of the lab report (140 and 214 of 554 of the entire document) the 


Chain of Custody does not identify the matrix, does not identify the preservation method and 


does not include appropriate times with the signatures indicating that the samples were handled 


appropriately.  Please clarify and discuss the implications on the overall quality 


assurance/control objectives. 
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Appendix C 


AIR SAMPLING CANISTER FIELD RECORDS 


 


On page 224 of 554 of the entire document, it indicates that for IDA sample S-149J.3 the ending 


vacuum was 0, therefore this result can only be used qualitatively as the final vacuum should be 


closer to -7” Hg without zeroing out.  Further discussion is warranted. 


 


 


On page 226 of 554 of the entire document, it indicates that for IDA sample S-171X.1 the ending 


vacuum was -16.28 but the final vacuum should be closer to -7” Hg.  Further discussion is 


warranted. 


 


Appendix D  


SOIL GAS AND INDOOR AIR ANALYTICAL ANALYSIS RESULTS 


 


Lab report page 180 of 237 (498 of 554 document) indicated final canister pressure of  


+4” Hg but the final vacuum should be closer to -7” Hg.  Further discussion is warranted. 


 


Chain of custody reports from pages 551 of 554 to the end do not include appropriate times with 


the signatures which would indicate that the samples were handled appropriately.  







Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 10:46 AM
To: Casey, Carolyn <Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov>
Cc: Wainberg, Daniel <Wainberg.Daniel@epa.gov>; Coolen, Chris (DEP) <chris.coolen@state.ma.us>
Subject: RE: Cummings Center Progress Report
 
Hi Carolyn,
Can you send me, or help me locate, the Progress Report dated March 14, 2018 for the former
United Shoe Machinery Division parcel in Beverly.  We want to compare the original
notification, and data at that time, to this new information at FSL-7.
Thank you,
Jack
 
John F. Miano
Chief, Site Management Section
Bureau of Waste Site Clean-up
205B Lowell St., Wilmington  MA 01887
Telephone 978-694-3357
Email  john.miano@state.ma.us
MassDEP e-newsletter: mass.gov/dep/public/publications/enews.htm
MassDEP web site: mass.gov/dep

 
 
From: Bruce Hoskins [mailto:BHoskins@FslAssociates.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 3:57 PM
To: Miano, John (DEP); Johnson, Stephen (DEP); 'Casey, Carolyn'
Cc: Alexander, Lisa (DEP); 'Wainberg, Daniel'; 'Zucker, Audrey'; 'Craig Ziady'
Subject: RE: Cummings Center Progress Report
 
Carolyn:
 
As we discussed during the conference call, we do not believe the concentrations of ethylbenzene,
xylene, and cis-1,2-DCE in groundwater represent a new reporting condition for the MCP.  None of
these compounds in this area are new – they were all detected in the 1987-89 Phase II investigation. 
As was noted in the Written Proposal/Sampling and Analysis Plan for the former USM property, the
new well FSL-7 was meant to be a replacement to historical wells in the vicinity (B-2, B-3, B-22, B-23)
where several elevated chlorinated VOCs were detected including cis-1,2-DCE.  As we stated in the
call, FSL-7 is located within the former “Area 2.8” remediation area from the 1997 Phase IV Remedy
Implementation where very high levels of naphthalene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes were found in the
soil both above and below the water table.  While the detected concentrations may be a bit puzzling,
the presence of those contaminants is consistent with what was found previously.
 
From a vapor intrusion perspective, FSL-7 is downgradient of the closest building (Building 500).  And
(as noted in the data summary in the January Progress Report), there were no significant detections
of ethylbenzene, xylene, and cis-1,2-DCE in either soil gas under Building 500 or indoor air inside
Building 500.
 
Additional rounds of data (groundwater this month and vapor intrusion data next month) will
hopefully provide clarity and/or consistency on what we have detected in December 2017 and
January 2018, but the initial conclusion is no significant vapor intrusion is present and groundwater

mailto:john.miano@state.ma.us
http://www.mass.gov/dep/public/publications/enews.htm
http://www.mass.gov/dep
mailto:BHoskins@FslAssociates.com


contaminants found in well FSL-7 was consistent with previous data.
 
Bruce A. Hoskins, P.E., LSP
FSL Associates, Inc.
358 Chestnut Hill Avenue
Boston, MA 02135
(P) (617) 232-0001
(F) (617) 232-7800
(C) (603) 548-8857
 

From: Miano, John (DEP) [mailto:John.Miano@MassMail.State.MA.US] 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 3:12 PM
To: Johnson, Stephen (DEP)
Cc: Bruce Hoskins; Alexander, Lisa (DEP); Wainberg, Daniel; Zucker, Audrey; Craig Ziady; Casey, Carolyn
Subject: RE: Cummings Center Progress Report
 
 
 
From: Casey, Carolyn [mailto:Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2018 2:09 PM
To: Craig Ziady
Cc: Bruce Hoskins; Miano, John (DEP); Alexander, Lisa (DEP); Wainberg, Daniel; Zucker, Audrey
Subject: RE: Cummings Center Progress Report
 
Craig and Bruce, I am following-up on the call we had on Monday regarding the January 24, 2018,
progress report comment on a potential 120-day notification. 
 
EPA and MassDEP had our bi-monthly RCRA Corrective Action planning meeting today and I asked
for clarification about the need for a 120-day notification for the elevated concentration of COC in
monitoring well FSL-7 near the upper Shoe Pond and building 500.  The concentrations of
ethylbenzene, xylene and cis-1,2-dichloroethylene in groundwater in the 1-35 ppm range may
require a 120-day notification since it does not appear to be related to a previously identified source
in the area.  Further it does not appear to be consistent with what was previously identified on site
as a significant source of soil or groundwater contamination.  Although I do realize petroleum
hydrocarbons were widely detected during previous investigations, I do not recall the cis-1,2-DCE
being significant and I do not recall anything other than 111-TCA being significant in groundwater in
previous investigations.    
 
You may want to discuss this further with Jack and/or Lisa, who I have included in this email.
 
I am not sure why I did not include this in my progress report comments, but there is also some
concern with the proximity of this well FSL-7 to building 500 with respect to these concentration in
groundwater and vapor intrusion.  Table 4 should likely include the groundwater data from this well,
the soil gas data and the indoor air data when evaluating the multiple lines of evidence.
 
Thanks
Carolyn
 
Carolyn J. Casey

mailto:John.Miano@MassMail.State.MA.US
mailto:Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Mail code OSRR 07-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912
P 617-918-1368
F 617-918-0368
casey.carolyn@epa.gov
 
   
 

From: Craig Ziady [mailto:craig@cummings.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 3:16 PM
To: Casey, Carolyn <Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov>
Cc: Zucker, Audrey <Zucker.Audrey@epa.gov>; Wainberg, Daniel <Wainberg.Daniel@epa.gov>;
Bruce Hoskins <BHoskins@FslAssociates.com>; Gregory Flaherty <gxf@cummings.com>
Subject: Cummings Center Progress Report
 
Hi Carolyn – Please find enclosed the Progress Report dated March 14, 2018 for the former
United Shoe Machinery Division parcel in Beverly. Thank you for allowing an additional day
to submit this report due to yesterday’s storm.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you.
Craig
 
Craig J. Ziady
General Counsel
Cummings Properties, LLC
200 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA  01801
Direct dial:  781-932-7034
Main No.:  781-935-8000
www.cummings.com
 
The information contained in this message may be privileged, confidential, and/or protected from disclosure. If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by
replying to the message and deleting it (and all attachments) from your computer.
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